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This study examined the effects of two Chapter I
scheduling models on the achievement of sixth grade
students. The reading and mathematics gains of sixth
grade students taught in the Limited Pullout Model were
compared with the reading and mathematics gains of
sixth grade students taught in the Replacement Model.
Other variables examined relative to their impact on
the achievement of students were student self-esteem,
administrative support as perceived by teachers, and
leader behavior based on principal self-appraisal.
The sixth grade Limited Pullout students were
enrolled in four elementary kindergarten through
seventh grade schools. The sixth grade Replacement
students were enrolled in four middle (sixth through
eighth grade) schools. All students in the study




The study used a descriptive model with a pre
test/post test design. The Iowa Test of Basic Skills
Reading Comprehension and Total Math subtests were
administered Spring, 1988, as pre test and Spring, 1989
as post test. Coppersmith Self-Esteem Inventory data
were used to examine the effects of self-esteem on
student achievement. In addition, data from the
Administrative Support Questionnaire and the Leader
Behavior Description Questionnaire were used to examine
the effects of administrative support and leadership on
student achievement.
A t test for measuring the differences between
means of independent samples were used to determine
whether the difference in gain in reading and
mathematics were different beyond what would be
expected due to sampling errors.
Conclusions
The Limited Pullout Model produced more gain in
reading than the Replacement Model.
High self-concept did not influence achievement.
Rather, the low self-concept students in the Limited
Pullout Model made more gain in reading and mathematics.
Students taught by teachers with high perceptions
I
of administrative support showed more gain than
3
students of low perception teachers. In addition,
students in schools with low initiating structure
showed more gain in math than students enrolled in
schools with high initiating structure.
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THE PROBLEM AND ITS SETTING
Introduction
Concern for the special educational needs of the
disadvantaged was evident during the early 1950s. A
number of large school systems used local funds to
develop and implement programs designed to raise the
aspiration and achievement levels of disadvantaged
children. The Higher Horizons Program in New York City
and the Great Cities Gray Areas School Improvement
Program in ten of the largest cities in the nation
represented effort in this direction (Plunkett, 1985).
Researchers were also involved in developing ways to
counteract, through early intervention, the effects of
poverty on the development of young children
(Bronfenbrenner, 1974).
The Research Problem
This study investigated the effects of two Chapter
I program scheduling models on the achievement of sixth
grade Chapter I students. The reading and mathematics
gains of sixth grade students who participated in the
Limited Pullout Model were compared with the reading
and mathematics gains of students assigned to the
Replacement Model. Data used to determine gain were
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the pretest/posttest, Reading Comprehension and Total
Math Subtests scores from the Iowa Tests of Basic
Skills (ITBS). Other independent variables examined
relative to student gain in reading and mathematics
were; (1) Student self esteem based on the
Coppersmith's Self-Esteem Inventory scores; (2)
Administrative support as perceived by the teachers of
the sixth grade students who participated in the study;
and (3) Leader behavior as perceived by principals of
schools selected for this study.
Context of Problem
The Educational Policies Commission of the
National Education Association, indicated concern about
the high costs to local systems relative to educating
disadvantaged children. In 1962, this commission
suggested that the federal government should play a
financial role in assisting states in providing an
adequate education for disadvantaged children (National
Education Association, 1962).
The research, conducted as early as the 1950s,
showed that there was a close relationship between
conditions of poverty and academic achievement.
According to the U. S. House of Representatives,
Committee on Education and Labor (1965), the highest
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percentage of those students who qualified for science
awards, national scholarships, and admission to college
came from high income areas. Low income areas, by
contrast, produced the largest percentage of
delinquents and school dropouts. Other research
indicated that inequities existed between schools
serving primarily children from low income families and
school serving primarily children from high income
families. Sexton (1961) found that schools serving
children from low income families had the lowest test
scores, the fewest teachers of remedial reading, the
highest retention rates, the most mobile school
populations, the largest classes, the largest number of
substitute teachers, the most dropouts, and the oldest
buildings with the most substandard facilities.
The issues related to the disadvantaged received
national attention when President Kennedy challenged
the nation, "Ask what you can do for your Country" in
his 1961 inaugural address (Plunkett, 1985). Many
Americans were motivated to focus on the needs of the
poor and less fortunate. The feeling prevailed that a
solution to the problem was within reach and that
education would play a major role in breaking the cycle
of poverty (Senate committee on Labor and Public
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Welfare, 1962). These issues and the role which the
Federal Government was to play was the subject at
congressional hearings and educational committee
meetings. On April 11, 1965, President Lyndon Johnson
signed into law Title I of the Elementary and Secondary
Education Act, now Chapter I (Congressional Report,
1965).
Chapter I is a federally funded program
administered by the State Department of Education. The
staff interprets program guidelines, provides technical
assistance with program development and monitors the
implementation and evaluation phases of the program.
Under provisions of the Act, Federal funds were to be
allocated to local systems through the state department
of education. The funds were to be used to supplement,
not replace, state and local effort in educating
disadvantaged children. Target areas, schools with
high concentration of low income families, were to be
identified to receive the services. Once the schools
were identified, any student with severe educational
deficits in that school would be eligible to receive
the services (Congressional Report, 1967).
The state and local agencies were initially lax in
adhering to ESEA guidelines, (Plunkett, 1985).
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However, with each year's renewal and extension of the
original law, clearer language with more specific
directions were provided as follows;
1. Only schools with high concentrations of
children from low income families were to receive
funds.
2. Only students with the greatest deficits
(below the 50th percentile) in reading, mathematics and
language arts were to be served regardless of income in
the identified schools.
3. Each program was to focus on a limited number
of students to insure the size, scope and program
quantity.
4. Development of clearly stated objectives was
required for each activity.
5. Students were to par.ticipate in the regular
school reading and/or mathematics program taught by
regular paid teachers.
6. The additional period of instruction was to be
provided by Chapter I paid teachers.
7. The program was to be coordinated with the
regular classroom program.
8. Parents were to be involved in the planning
implementation and evaluation.
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9. Evaluation data/research and information on
promising practices were to be disseminated to staff.
10. Project information was to be disseminated to
parents and community, (U. S. Department of Education,
1987).
Scheduling Models
The two scheduling models examined in this study
were the Limited-Pullout Model and the Replacement
Model. The Limited Pullout Model was used with sixth
graders enrolled in schools with kindergarten through
seventh grade. The model accommodated the
heterogeneous grouping and self-contained classrooms
implemented in those schools.
The Limited Pullout Model required that all
students participate in the daily regular reading and
mathematics activities taught by regular paid teachers.
The students were provided textbooks, instructional
materials and supplies purchased with state and local
funds. Following the regular daily instruction, the
students with Iowa Tests of Basic Skills reading and/or
mathematics achievement scores below the 26th
percentile were provided an extra period of
instruction. The students were pulled from their
regular classes and assigned to Chapter I classrooms
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for forty-five minutes daily for one deficit. Students
with deficits in both reading and mathematics where
scheduled for one hour and thirty minutes. Teachers
and paraprofessionals paid from Chapter I funds
provided reading and mathematics instruction to the
students. The pupil/teacher ratio in the Chapter I
classes were 12 to 1. The Chapter I teachers provided
activities in accordance with the students' needs. The
activities were designed to extend, enhance and
reinforce the program taught by the regular paid
teachers.
The regular funded teachers provided instruction
relative to subjects missed by students upon their
return to the regular classrooms. Chapter I teachers
planned with the regular teachers. They provided feed
back relative to the students' progress resulting from
Chapter I instruction. The regular paid teachers
assigned the reading and mathematics grades to students
as appropriate.
The Replacement Scheduling Model was used in
middle schools serving students in grades six through
eight. This model was designed to accommodate
departmentalization and homogeneous grouping for
reading and mathematics. The Replacement Model
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required: (1) the matching of two teachers,(one
regular and one Chapter I); (2) an average size class
of students all eligible for Chapter I reading or
mathematics i.e.,Iowa Tests of Basic Skills Achievement
percentile scores below the twenty-sixth percentile;
and (3) dividing the class equally between the two
teachers.
Sixth grade students who participated in the
Replacement Model were provided one fifty five minute
period of reading daily. The pupil/teacher ratio was
13 to 1. Each of the teachers used the textbooks and
materials purchased with state and local funds. In
addition, each of the teachers was provided
instructional materials and supplies purchased through
the Chapter I program.
Teachers using the Replacement Model were not
required to plan together or provide feed back relative
to student progress. Each teacher was required to
provide individualized instruction based on the
identified strengths and weaknesses of the students and
to assign grades based on performance.
The Replacement Model met the supplementary
requirement that Chapter I students must have the
regular program. This model allowed the students to be
9
taught in classes one-half the size of the regular
classes. The small number allowed for more individual
interaction and direction from the teachers when
compared with the regular class instruction.
In comparing the two models, the primary
difference was "time on task". Students who
participated in the Pull-out Model were provided one
hour and forty-five minutes of instruction daily for
each area of deficit. The state and locally paid
teacher provided an hour and the Chapter I teacher
provided forty-five minutes of instruction. Students
who participated in the Replacement Model receive one
fifty-five minute period of instruction daily. In
addition, with the Limited Pullout Model, the students
were taught reading and/or mathematics by two teachers
as compared with one teacher for students in the
Replacement Model.
Significance of the Study
There is a need to assess the effects of
compensatory reading and mathematics programs on middle
school age students. Results of studies of effective
programs for students from low income families would be
helpful to school administrators and program
development staff interested in planning relevant
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educational activities for students.
Currently, data relative to Chapter I program
effectiveness show that (1) Early intervention is most
effective, (2) students with moderate deficits benefit
more than students with severe deficits, and (3) the
gap between the achievement of students from low income
families and those from high income families increases
as the students progress through the grades (Hepler,
1987). These findings suggest that more research is
needed to determine effective strategies for meeting
the educational needs of middle school age students.
Educators and the public sector have voiced
concerned about the drop-out rate, the early
pregnancies and limited competency in basic skills
evidenced by middle and upper grade students (Savage,
1987). Data from current Chapter I programs suggest
that Chapter I has had limited impact on counteracting
the educational deficits of many of these students.
Therefore, further research is needed to delineate
effective programs from those that are ineffective and
to develop new strategies for teaching students of this
age group.
Purpose of Study
The purpose of this study was to analyze the
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effects of two Chapter I scheduling models on the
achievement of sixth grade students. The students were
enrolled in four elementary and four middle schools in
the Atlanta Public Schools System. The elementary
sixth grade students were scheduled for reading and
mathematics using the Pullout Model. The middle school
sixth grade students were scheduled for reading and
mathematics using the Replacement Model. Other
variables examined in the study were student
self-esteem relative to reading and mathematics
achievement, teacher perception of administrative
support relative to reading and mathematics achievement
and principal perception of his/her leader behavior as
related to achievement in reading and mathematics.
Methods and Procedures
This study was descriptive research which utilized
a matched pre/post design. The Iowa Tests of Basic
Skills (ITBS) reading and mathematics scores of two
groups of sixth grade students who participated in the
study were used to determine the reading and
mathematics gains. The Spring, 1988 (ITBS) data served
as pre test and the Spring, 1989 (ITBS) data were used
as post test.
Coppersmith's Self-Esteem Inventory data were
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collected from tests administered during Spring, 1989.
The student identification numbers were used to match
the Iowa Test of Basic Skills scores with the students'
self-esteem scores.
The Administrative Support Questionnaire developed
by the researcher was administered during Spring, 198’9,
to Chapter I paid teachers assigned to the students
selected for this study. In addition, principals
assigned to the schools attended by the students
selected for this study were administered the Leader
Behavior Description Questionnaire (LBDQ) Spring, 1989.
The t test was employed to determine whether or
not the means of the various groups were different
beyond what could be expected due to sample variations
among these data.
Research Questions
This study was designed to answer the following
questions:
1. Is there any difference in the reading and
mathematics gains of sixth grade students taught using
the Chapter I Pullout Model and sixth grade students
taught using the Replacement Model?
2. Do sixth grade students with high self-esteem
show more gain in reading and mathematics than sixth
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grade students with low self-esteem?
3. Is there any difference in the reading and
mathematics gains of students taught by teachers with
high perception of administrative support and sixth
grade students taught by teachers with low perceptions?
4. Do sixth grade students in schools with high
consideration leaders show more reading and mathematics
gain than sixth grader students in schools with low
consideration leaders?
5. Do sixth graders in schools with high
initiating structure show more gain in reading and
mathematics than sixth grade students in schools with
low initiating structure?
Limitation of the Study
The Atlanta Public Schools has a 95 percent black
enrollment. The students included in this study, were
from low income black families. These factors may make
further replication of this study difficult. In
addition, leader behavior data were from the Leader
Behavior Description Questionnaire administered to the
principals of schools used in this study. The small
sample (N=8) and possible subjectivity related to the
principals' rating of their own leader behavior is




This study examined the effects of two Chapter I
instructional delivery models on the achievement of
sixth grade students. The reading and mathematics gain
of sixth grade students taught using the Limited
Pullout Model were compared with the reading and
mathematics gain of sixth grade students taught using
the Replacement Model.
Sixth grade students taught in the Limited Pullout
Model receive one period instruction from the regular
teacher and forty-five minutes of instruction from the
Chapter I teacher daily for each deficit (reading
and/or mathematics). Students in the Replacement Model
were provided one fifty-five-minute period of
instruction each for reading and mathematics.
Other variables examined in the study were student
self-esteem, teacher perception of administrative
support and principal perception of leader behavior
relative to consideration and initiating structure.
The variables were examined to determine their effects
on reading and mathematics gains among the students
assigned to the two instructional models.
Chapter I Compensatory reading and mathematics
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programs have been implemented throughout the nation
since 1965. The program has assisted in improving the
performance of underachieving students. However, there
is still a deficit between the achievement of students
from high income families and students from low income
families, especially, at the sixth grade level. Data
relative to each of the variables were analyzed to





This Chapter presents a review of literature
relevant to this study. In accordance with the
research questions presented in Chapter I, the three
types of literature reviewed were; (1) research on
student achievement in reading and mathematics, (2)
research on student self-esteem as related to student
achievement and (3) research on leadership as it
relates to student achievement as measured by teacher
and principal perception of administrative support and
leader behavior respectively.
Student Achievement in Reading and Mathematics
Title I of the Elementary and Secondary Education
Act, now Chapter I of the Education Consolidation and
Improvement Act has been operative since 1965. The
federally funded program has enabled states to provide
compensatory education to students with severe deficits
in reading and mathematics. The program, according to
data of student performance, has made a significant
contribution toward closing the educational gap between
students from low income families and students from
families with high income (Plunkett, 1985).
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Studies of the effects of the Chapter I program on
student achievement indicate that students served by
the program often show more gain than non Chapter I
students. However, the Chapter I students usually
start at a lower level than their non project peers.
In addition. Chapter I students tend not to sustain
gains over time.
Krueger (1984) in a study comparing the reading
achievement of Chapter I students with that of non
Chapter I students provides support for this view. The
study focused on the longitudinal effects of Chapter I
compensatory reading on student achievement over a
five year period. The hypotheses constructed indicated
that Chapter I students would show higher achievement,
higher grades and better attitude toward school. Also,
it was projected that these factors would be sustained
over time.
Data used to evaluate the results included student
demographic data and pre/post reading comprehension and
vocabulary test scores. According to the data, the
groups were not comparable on the reading achievement
pre-tests but comparable on the post-test scores.
According to the results, there was no evidence that
the supplemental reading instruction had a significant
18
sustained influence on achievement. However, the
socio-economic factors and school attitudes were
significantly associated with both group's educational
achievement. Support for these hypotheses were not
directly apparent but evidence to support the null
hypothesis was also lacking.
Other studies reviewed direct attention to specific
students who tend to benefit from Chapter I program
services.
The findings from the Sustained Effect Study
(Carter, 1983), the U. S. Department of Education
analyses of local, state, and national program data
(Stonehill and Anderson, 1982); Anderson and
Stonehill,(1986) and Mullin and Summer (1983)
Meta-Analysis of evaluation results indicated that;
(1) Chapter I, on the average, has had a modest,
positive effect on the achievement of disadvantaged
students; (2) gains seemed to be greatest among
students in the early grades; (3) program gain did not
appear to be related consistently to the amount of
funds spent or to any single strategy, or delivery
model, (4) Gains among students promoted out of the
program were not sustained beyond the first two years;
and (5) the program was most effective among moderately
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disadvantaged students.
Carter (1984) concluded that extremely low
achieving students did not appear to benefit from
Chapter I and that programs involving more intensive
and innovative techniques needed to be developed.
Staff of the Technical Assistant Center of (TAC) of
Educational Testing Services (ETS) (1987) conducted a
study of the effects of Chapter I programs on the
achievement of extremely disadvantaged students. An
extremely disadvantaged student was defined as the
student who is enrolled in a school with highest
concentration of low income students. The purposes of
the TAC study were to determine whether or not the
Chapter I program was effectively serving students with
the most severe needs and to describe the
characteristics of a sample of those programs. In
addition, TAC of ETS was concerned about the previous
studies by Carter and others which presented a mixed
picture of the progreun's effectiveness. TAC's
investigation was conducted to test the
generalizability of this perception.
The TAC study involved only students in grades 4-6
in the twenty school districts. Other criteria used to
select schools in addition to high concentration of low
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income students included; (1) Projects were to
represent suburban, rural, small and medium size towns;
(2) Projects were requested to have quality data of
effectiveness for at least two years; and (3) The
projects were to have received federal and state
recognition as an exemplary program or had been invited
to seek such recognition.
The findings of the TAG study are as follows; (1)
Mean NCE gains exceeded the national average for ten
sites; (2) students continued to progress after leaving
the program for six sites; (3) NCE gains of more than
double the national norm for six sites with a
Spring-to-Spring testing cycle; and (4) NCE gains of
almost 45 percent higher than the national norm for ten
sites using the Fall-to-Fall testing cycle.
Other findings of the TAG study were relative to
effective practices which tend to promote student
achievement. These include administrators and staff
with common beliefs and convictions, including (1) all
children can learn; (2) an urgent need to see quick
results; (3) acceptance of the responsibility for
delivering quality instruction to students with special
needs; and (4) a willingness to work hard. In
addition, effective programs reflected the use of a
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variety of materials, teacher sensitivity and
persistence. The findings from the TAG study did not
support the conclusions from the 1983 and 1984, studies
conducted by Carter. However, the TAG student involved
only students in grades 4-6. In addition, the study
did not compare gains of students at other grade
levels.
Factors which appear to contribute to the
achievement of Chapter I students include staff
development, increased time-on-tasks, involvement of
parents and different teaching strategies.
Time-on-task as a strategy to improve student
performance was implemented in the Detroit Public
Schools.
The Detroit program (Lewis, 1985) utilized an
observation/feed back system which provided teachers
data from their students' engaged-in-learning rates
along with staff inservice. The inservice provided
teachers with management techniques, instructional
strategies, research findings and observation
opportunities (Moore, 1985).
During 1984-85, the Cincinnati Public Schools
involved elementary students in the Growth in Academic
Performance Project. Project goals included; (1)
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improving reading performance; (2) students developing
positive attitudes toward themselves; (3) positive
attitudes toward school; (4) involvement of parents;
and (5) inservice training for all staff.
The teachers provided 45 to 50 minutes of
supplementary instruction in reading to the students
daily to groups of five to eight students. In
addition, the staff worked closely with the classroom
teachers and made telephone, personal and written
contacts with parents. The results showed that the
students made the expected gain in reading, and that
the inservice and the parental involvement goals were
met. However, the student attitudes toward self and
school goals were not met.
The findings from the Detroit study are similar to
those reported by the Ohio State Department of
Education in its Twentieth Annual Evaluation Report.
The report provided data relative to Chapter I
participation trends and instructional impact on
reading and mathematics for 1985. According to the
report, the gains in reading and mathematics were the
result of one or more of the following: (1) increased
parental involvement; (2) teacher training; (3)
increased time-on-task; and (4) the establishment of a
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positive school climate (Young, 1986).
Data on student performance in the Chapter I
program as reported in the Twenty-first Annual
Evaluation Report supported the findings reported in
the Twentieth Annual Evaluation Report for Ohio (Young,
1987). This consistency in student achievement
indicates that overall. Chapter I has helped students
become successful learners.
In the Columbus, Ohio School System, the School
Improvement Program (SIP) was implemented over a four
year period. The emphasis on strong instructional
leadership, high expectations for students and staff,
parental involvement, positive learning climate,
continuous monitoring and staff inservice resulted in
significant gains among the students (Gibbons, 1986).
Broderius (1985) conducted a study of the
achievement gains of fifth grade students taught by
teachers using the "Essentials of Instruction: A Pilot
Study". This study resulted from an inservice activity
of the same name. Following the inservice, a level of
use instrument was developed to provide data relative
to the degree to which teachers used innovations taught
in the inservice activity. Students of teachers who
were users scored above the average in reading and
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spelling.
The Direct Instruction Program improved the
reading, language, and math achievement of students
enrolled in the Williamsburg, South Carolina Schools, a
school district with high incidence of illiteracy and
low academic achievement (Darch, C., 1987).
Slavin (1987) studied 116 Chapter I programs
identified as exemplary. He contends that effective
Chapter I programs are those with comprehensive
modifications of the regular classroom program designed
to assist the regular teacher in meeting the needs of a
wide range of students. In these situations, the
Chapter I teacher teaches the same skills as in the
regular classroom, but with a different approach.
Manipulative materials, experience stories along with
employing strategies which consider the learning styles
of the students are used.
An effective approach to the problem of educating
the disadvantaged is one which provides learning
activities characterized by high expectations and a
learning environment which promotes high status for the
participants (Levin, 1987).
Levine (1987) conducted a study of the progress of
students enrolled in self-contained Chapter I classes
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in the Kansas City School District. The District used
double staffed self-contained classrooms rather than
pull students from regular classrooms. Significant
gains in reading and mathematics resulted.
Hook (1985) conducted a study to investigate the
influence of pupils' prior mathematics achievement,
verbal ability, demographic and personality
characteristics, family background, teacher behavior
and classroom interaction on teacher expectation and
mislabelling. Mathematics achievement was not
significant. Teacher expectations were significantly
predicted by pupil characteristics, teacher attitude
and classroom interaction.
Jones (1987) contends that lower achieving students
do not receive training in higher-order thinking
skills. They are assigned to watered-down-courses.
Thinking skills are needed in addition to basic skills
since process skills such as planning and
trouble-shooting are needed to cope with career changes
and changes in technology.
Pogrow (1988) concludes that higher order thinking
skills are necessary to at-risk students' understanding
of content. Training in this area contributed to the
performance of Chapter I students enrolled in Tuson
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schools. They scored above the national norms in
reading and mathematics.
O'Sullivan (1988) conducted a study of a
decision-making program designed to improve success of
at-risk middle school students. The participants,
twenty at-risk seventh grade students met for 45
minutes once per week for nine weeks to learn health
and physical education, math, English, social science
and decision-making. One hundred five non
participating students, some at-risk students, served
as a control group. The results showed that
participation in the program did not improve school
attendance, behavior or discipline. The study did show
that at-risk students can easily be identified from
existing school records. In this study, the at-risk in
both groups remained at-risk. However observational
and anecdotal data of students participation showed
that students did receive benefits sufficient to make
them willing to continue in the program, although their
level of improvement was minimal.
Lanese (1983) studied the effects of individualized
self-pacing audio approach to remedial reading
instruction on student achievement. The program used
programmed materials ranging from the readiness skills
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to comprehension, kindergarten through twelfth grade.
The participants were 2,700 students in grades 4-6 in
the Cleveland Public School System. The students
participated for 40 minutes on a daily basis. The
results showed 5 NCEs of gain rather than the projected
7 NCEs. The 5 NCEs of gain, although less than
projected, does represent accelerated progress for
disadvantaged students. In addition, the findings also
showed that attendance of the participants were higher
than the attendance of the non participants.
In summary, all studies reviewed relative to gains
in reading and mathematics indicated that Chapter I
students showed improvement. All studies with the
exception of two. Hook and O’Sullivan, indicated that
the gains made were significant. However, the gains
were attributed to a variety of factors. Non of which
delineated scheduling models as variables contributing
positively or negatively to achievement.
Self-Esteem and Student Achievement
The review of the literature of self-esteem is
related to student achievement. The purpose of this
review was to determine the findings regarding the
relationship between student self-esteem and student
achievement. According to research, variables relating
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to home, peer group, reading habits can influence
achievement in the school setting.
Benjamin (1985) examined the extent to which home,
peer, and school factors relate cross-gender to
differential achievement patterns among fifth grade
students. The results indicated that the variables
contributing most to school achievement were peer
achievement motivation, home achievement motivation,
home reading habits and self-concept ability.
Benjamin's study did not delineate students of low
socio-economic status (SES) as a possible factor in
predicting achievement or impacting on motivation in
the home situation. Seemingly, home reading habits may
be influenced by SES, i.e., the purchase of newspapers,
books and other media materials.
In another related study. Stone (1981) studied the
influence of family environment and self concept among
gifted students. The study examined the relationship
between: (1) family environment and achievement; (2)
satisfaction with family environment and achievement;
(3) family environment and self-concept; (4)
satisfaction with family environment and self-concept;
(5) family incongruence and self-concept and (6)
self-concept and achievement. Eighty six students
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identified for gifted programs responded to the
Tennessee Self-Concept Scales, Family Environment
Scales and the Nuclear Family Satisfaction Scale. The
families of the students responded to the Family
Environment Scale and the Nuclear Family Satisfaction
Scale. The findings showed ninety-four percent of the
students had a grade point average of 3.0 or higher
indicating a small number of underachievers and a
limited variance in grade point average. Whereas none
of the Family Environment scores obtained the .05 level
of significance, a trend was noted. Students from
families high in achievement orientation, conflict, and
independence had lower grade point averages. In
addition, the Family Environment Scale strongly
correlated with and predicted several concept
sub-scores.
Guice (1985) conducted a study of the relationship
between self-esteem and achievement among vocational
technical school students. Coppersmith's Self-Esteem
Inventory and the Mehrabian's Resultant Achievement
Motivation Scales were administered to 1,401 students
enrolled in the vocational schools of the Jefferson
Parish and the New Orleans, Louisiana area. The
Pearson product moment correlation coefficients were
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calculated to analyze the relationship between
self-esteem and achievement motivation. Six hypotheses
in the null form were developed relative to the
relationship of self-esteem and achievement motivation
among the vocational technical students, students at
various levels within the technical schools, male,
female and students in specific course categories. A
significant positive correlation between self-esteem
and achievement motivation resulted in each of the six
hypotheses. Therefore, the null hypotheses were
rejected.
Ingraham (1985) conducted a study entitled,
"Dimensions of Self-Concept and Valuation and Their
Relationship with Self-Esteem. Effort and Grades".
According to Ingraham valuation refers to the relative
importance an individual plages on the various
dimensions of self-concept. The purpose of the study
was to develop instrumentation for measuring various
dimensions of self-concept and valuation, to examine
the usefulness of these dimensions in predicting school
achievement and effort, and to explore developmental
differences in the determinants of self-esteem.
Participants in the study were students in grades 4, 7,
and 10. Multiple regression and trend analysis were
31
used to analyze the data. According to the findings,
self-esteem and effort were most predictive for younger
students. For older students, valuation gain
significance in predicting achievement.
Blalock (1985) studied differences in student locus
of control and self concept under conditions of "more
effective" and "less effective". Teaching subjects
were the teachers and their students in grades 3-6.
There were no significant differences between students
of "more" and "less" effective teachers. This finding
suggests that self-concept may be related more to home
factors rather than to variables in the school setting.
In summary, the studies relative to self concept,
and self-esteem indicate that relationships between
achievement and self-esteem do exist. Variables such
as peer motivation and home factors can be used to
predict achievement. According to the research
reviewed, factors outside the schools have a
significant influence on the self-esteem of students
and the self-esteem impacts on achievement in the
school setting.
Leader Behavior and Student Achievement
Research has shown that leader behavior can
influence student achievement. At the local school
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level, principal behavior relative to style and the
degree to which support is provided to subordinates are
directly related to program effectiveness.
Savage (1987) in evaluating the achievement of
Chapter I students concluded that the Chapter I program
can make a greater difference in the poorest schools
with the following components; (1) a strong principal;
(2) an orderly environment; (3) a clear sense of
academic purpose; and (4) a close relationship with
school and home.
Wang (1988), in looking at categorical programs
such as Chapter I, concluded that each program has its
own special teachers and guidelines. Care needs to be
taken to ensure that such programs do not form second
systems of education for children floundering on the
fringes of the mainstream.
Anderson and Odden (1986) identified the following
four components at the state level which appear to be
critical to successfully implementing a school
improvement plan at the local level: (1) support of
political leaders; (2) discretionary funds; (3) State
support for the traditional balance between state and
local control; and (4) State pressure to change.
Critical factors within the State Department of
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Education include: (1) political support; (2)
relationship with local school people; (3) adequate
funds; (4) structure and organization; and (5)
technical assistance. Factors at the local level
consist of stability of staff, leadership and good
labor relations.
Larsen (1984) conducted a study relative to the
identification of instructional leadership behaviors
and the impact of their implementation on academic
achievement. The purpose of the study was to (1)
determine through literature review and expert opinion
the twenty-nine most important instructional leadership
behaviors, (2) determine to what degree these were
implemented by the principal in high and low achieving
schools, and (3) determine the impact of these
behaviors on student achievement in reading and
mathematics. A survey of literature produced
forty-four instructional leadership behaviors. The
forty-four instructional leadership behaviors were
submitted to ten experts in the field. The resulting
list of twenty-nine behaviors were sent to high and low
achieving school where principals and teachers rated
each based on their perception of the degree of
implementation in their schools. The major finding of
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the study were: (1) teachers of higher achieving
schools rated their principals as demonstrating
instructional leadership behaviors significantly more
often than did teachers in lower achieving schools and
(2) no significant difference was found between mean
implementation scores of high achieving school and low
achieving school principals. The study concluded that
instructional leadership behavior can significantly
influence student achievement.
Maloney (1986) studied the leadership style of
principals as perceived by teachers and other
administrators. The data were used to identify
fifty-four "highly effective" principals. These
principals were honored by the Reagan administration as
being "distinguished" instructional leaders. Selection
of principals was based on the ratings from teachers in
the schools served by the principals and other
administrators of the school system to which they were
assigned. The teachers and other administrators were
requested to focus on instructional leadership style,
size of school district, staffing patterns,
professional growth activities, graduate studies and
membership in professional organizations. The
Principal as Instructional Leader (PAIL) instrument, a
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data sheet, and an open ended questionnaire were used
to collect the data. The findings indicated that
effective principals prefer a specific style of
leadership. However, the incongruence of each
principal's situation, the individual traits of the
principal, and the interaction of behaviors within the
school, allow each situation to have a specific pattern
of leadership.
Fishman (1986) conducted a study of the influence
of elementary principals' effective leadership behavior
on student achievement. The study involved identifying
and grouping leader behavior in the following five
clusters: (1) communication of the school's goals; (2)
involvement in curriculum, (3) provision of materials
and progress and (6) sensitivity toward members of the
school environment. The school climate dimension was
also studied to determine the extent of its
relationship to student achievement as well as the
principal's leadership behavior. The students in the
study were from grades two, three, four and five
enrolled in fourteen elementary schools. The student
population was diverse relative to ethnicity and
socio-economic status. The principals varied in age,
experience and sex. The principals' leadership
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behavior were determined by teachers' responses on the
Principals Performance Description Survey. Students
performance was determined by the pre/post reading and
mathematics subtests of the Iowa Tests Of Basics Skills
over a three year period. The results showed a
significant relationship between each principal
behavior cluster and student achievement especially in
the middle grades. The principals' behaviors were
positively associated with each climate variable
accounting for between nine percent and twenty-four
percent of the variance in school climate. The results
of this study showed that a positive association
existed between the principals' leadership behaviors
and students learning outcomes within the context of
the total school environment.
Summary of The Literature
In summarizing the literature reviewed, it is
evident that Chapter I has contributed to the education
of disadvantaged students. Twelve of the fifteen
studies concerned primarily with reading and
mathematics indicate gains were made among the
students. Factors, reported most often as contributing
to these gains included teaching strategies, time on
task, teacher inservice, parent involvement and
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positive school climate.
Data relative to scheduling models were not
delineated or analyzed. Limited Pullout and double
staffed in-class scheduling were mentioned in two of
the studies. These research studies did not focus on
specific data relative to scheduling model
effectiveness relative to reading and math gain among
students. The TAG study reported that in most
instances schools used a combination of models and that
no effort had been to determine which of the models
were most effective. More time-on-task and small group
instruction as variables contributing to students gain
were discussed in the studies. Specific information
relative to when students were involved i.e.,
scheduling model, before or following the regular
school day etc. were not the primary focus. However,
since Chapter I guidelines specify that the project
services must be in addition to those provided by the
regular program, the researcher concluded that the
Limited Pullout or/and the Replacement Models were
used.
Studies focusing primarily on student self-esteem,
attitudes of students and self concept among students
indicated, in general, that positive relationships
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excunple, Guice's study on "Self-Esteem and Achievement
among Vocational Students"showed a positive correlation
between the two variables, self-esteem and achievement
motivation. Ingraham's study of the "Self-Esteem and
Valuation among Students of Grades 4,7, and 10" is
another study which supports the self
concept/achievement relationship. Ingraham contends
self-esteem is a predictor of achievement for young
students, while valuation can be used to predict
achievement among older students.
The studies which dealt with leadership behavior
indicated that principal behavior is directly related
to program effectiveness. The principal as the leader,
establishes the school climate, provides support and
leadership for instruction, involves the parents of the
community and coordinates the total program for
students. The studies reviewed analyzed data by
teachers and other administrators relative to their
perceptions of leadership. According to the results, a





This Chapter contains a description of the
research method, the population, the sampling
procedures and instrumentations used in collecting,
structuring, analyzing and integrating the data. The
Chapter concludes with the process used in collecting
the data.
The Research Model
This research study used a descriptive model with
a pre test/post test design to examine the effects of
two scheduling models on the achievement of sixth grade
students. In analyzing the reading and mathematics
gains of the students in the study, three other
variables, self-esteem of the students, administrative
support as perceived by teachers, and leader behavior
as perceived by the school principal were also examined
to determine their impact on the reading and
mathematics gains of the students.
The Population
The Atlanta Public School System served 5,166
sixth grade students during the 1988-89 school year.
Of that number 1,321 were enrolled in K-7 schools and
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3,845 were enrolled in the thirteen middle schools.
Approximately one half or 2,500 sixth grade
students scored below the twenty-six percentile in
reading and/or mathematics. These students were
provided additional services in their area of
deficit(s) by Chapter I paid teachers. In the
Kindergarten through seventh grade schools (K-7), the
students were taught using the Limited Pullout Model.
Sixth grade students in the middle schools were taught
using the Replacement Model.
The initial step in selecting students for this
study involved the selection of target schools.
Thirteen middle schools were stratified by Areas I, II,
and III. The researcher randomly selected one middle
school from Area I (Sylvan), and two middle schools
from Area II (King and Long) and one middle school from
Area III (Inman).
The four selected schools were matched with four
kindergarten through seventh grade (K-7) schools
similar in terms of Socio-Economic Status (SES). Data
used to determine SES were the free and reduced lunch
applications submitted by individual schools. A ranked
listing of the schools selected for this study is
presented in Table 1.
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Table 1
Percent of Students From Randomly Selected Middle and
K-7 Schools Receiving Free or Reduced Lunches
(N=8)
Elementary % Middle %
Woodson 97.98 King 97.07
Harwell 85.25 Sylvan 85.45
F. L. Stanton 76.47 Long 70.40
Collier 51.58 Inman 47.99
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Schools with the higher percentages of free and
reduced lunches were more closely matched than those
with the smaller percentage. King and Woodson were
97.07 and 97.98 respectively. The percentage of
deprivation ranged from a low of 47.99 for Inman Middle
to 97.98 for Woodson Elementary.
The Target Group Selection
Sixth graders selected for the study were students
who' scored below the 26th percentile in reading and/or
mathematics on the Iowa Tests of Basic Skills Reading
Comprehension or Total Math. One hundred sixteen sixth
graders from the four K-7 schools and 120 students from
the four middle schools or a total of 236 students were
selected from the total population of students with
ITBS percentile scores below 26. Thirty sixth grade
students were randomly selected from each of the four
middle schools. In the Kindergarten through seventh
grade (K-7) schools, due to the small enrollment in
each, the total population of sixth grade students who
scored below the 26 percentile were used.
Following the Spring testing, eleven of the
participants from the elementary schools and
thirty-nine of the middle school sixth graders were
deleted due to missing test scores. The by-school
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Table 2
By-school Listing of the Number of students Randomly
Selected to Participate in the Study and the Number of
Actual Participants
Elementary Number Selected Actual
Woodson 31 25
Harwell 23 20









listing of the number of students selected and the
number of actual participants is shown in Table 2.
Statistical Tools
A t test for comparing the difference between
means of independent groups were used to determine the
difference in gain made by the two groups. In applying
this statistical tool, the variances were assumed to be
equal. In addition, the calculated value of t was
compared with the Table of Critical t value to
determine whether the difference in gain was
significant.
Instrumentation
The instruments administered to students to gather
data relative to the variables in this study were the
Reading Comprehension and Total Math subtests of the
Iowa Tests of Basic Skills (ITBS), the Coppersmith
Self-Esteem Inventory (SEI), the Administrative Support
Questionnaire (ASQ), and the Leader Behavior
Description Questionnaire (LBDQ).
Iowa Tests of Basic Skills
The ITBS, 1986 edition is a Standardized
Achievement Test developed by Hieronymus, Hoover, and
Lindquist at the University of Iowa and published by
the Riverside Publishing Company of Chicago, Illinois.
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The ITBS is a basic skills assessment program with
tests for students in grades Kindergarten through
twelfth grade (K-12). The instrument measures
vocabulary, reading comprehension, mechanics of
writing, mathematics and methods of study and study
skills. The Atlanta Public Schools administers the
ITBS in accordance with the Spring testing cycle.
Data from the previous Spring testing activity are used
as the pre test, the current year’s Spring test data
served as the post test.
This study used data from the 1988 Spring testing
cycle as pre test and the 1989 Spring test data as post
test. The ITBS scores used in this study were the
matched Reading Comprehension and Total Math for each
student who participated in the study. These data were
analyzed to determine reading and mathematics gain.
The gain of each student in reading and mathematics
represents the difference between the 1988 Spring
scores and the 1989 Spring scores. Students without
matched scores were deleted from the study.
The Coppersmith Self-Esteem Inventory (SEI)
The Coppersmith Self-Esteem Inventory was
developed by Coopersmith, (1967). The School Form for
students aged eight through fifteen was used to
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measure the self-esteem of sixth grade students in the
study. The instrument provides four subscales:
General Self, Social Self Peers, Home-Parents, and
School-Academic. The subscales allow for variances in
perceptions of self-esteem in different areas of
experience.
The sixth grade Limited Pullout and the sixth
grade Replacement students were administered the
Coppersmith Self-Esteem Inventory. Spring, 1989. Data
used in this study were the Total Self-Esteem scores.
A mean score for each group (Limited Pullout and
Replacement) was calculated. The total score for each
student was used to assign scores to one of four
groups: (1) the Limited Pullout Model high or low
group; (2) the Replacement Model high or low group.
The high groups were all total self-esteem scores above
the mean, while the low groups were total self-esteem
score below the mean. The high self-esteem scores were
compared with the reading scores to determine whether
or not students with high or low self-esteem scores had
similar reading and mathematics scores.
Administrative Support Questionnaire (ASQ)
The Administrative Support Questionnaire was
developed by the researcher to measure teacher
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perception of the principal's support of the Chapter I
program at the local school level. The instrument
developed, October, 1988, contains six subscales; (1)
Climate; (2) Goals and Objectives; (3) Chapter I
Coordination with the regular program; (4) Parent and
Community Involvement; (5) Professional Development;
and (6) Evaluation. The teachers responded to five
statements under each of the six subscales. The data
were used to delineate teachers with high and low
perceptions of administrative support. Teachers who
scored above the mean were assigned to the high groups.
Teachers with scores below the mean were assigned to
low groups.
Context Validity
Content validity was established for the
Administrative Support Questionnaire. As stated
previously, the instrument was developed by the
researcher. The six subscales were derived from
Chapter I Guidelines which specify components which
must be implemented in the Chapter I Program. The
items under each subscales were selected from a bank of
items from teachers, coordinators and research on
effective Chapter I Programs throughout the nation.
The subscales and the items were reviewed by a
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panel of experts in the field: Six Chapter I
Coordinators from the Atlanta Public Schools, two
members of the staff from TAC and ETS, and a state
consultant. The panel reviewed each item and made
recommendations relative to changes. The recommended
changes were completed, and the instrument was
resubmitted to the panel. The panel reviewed the
changes and approved the instrument for use with the
Chapter I teachers.
The Leader Behavior Description Questionnaire (LBDQ).
The Leader Behavior Description Questionnaire
(LBDQ) developed by Hemphill and Coons (1957) was
administered to the principal of each school in the
study to obtain data for analyzing the principal's
perception of his/her leader behavior. The LBDQ
contains thirty items relative to two dimensions of
leadership, initiating structure and consideration.
These dimensions were identified on the basis of a
factor analysis of the responses of 300 B-29 crew
members who described the leader behavior of their of
their 52 aircrafts commanders. Initiating Structure
and Consideration accounted for approximately 34 to 50
percent respectively of the common variance. In a
subsequent study, based upon a Scimple of 249 Aircraft
49
Coirananders, the correlation between the scores on the
two dimensions was found to be .38.
Initiating Structure refers to the leaders'
behavior in delineating the relationship between
himself and the members of his group, and in
endeavoring to establish well defined patterns of
organization, channels of communication, and ways of
getting the job done. Consideration refers to behavior
indicative of friendship and mutual respect.
Definition of Terms
The following definitions were used for the
purpose of this study;
1. Limited Pullout Model - the Chapter I
instructional delivery model used to provide reading
and mathematics instruction to sixth grade students who
were enrolled in four elementary schools who
participated in the study.
2. Replacement Model - the Chapter I
instructional delivery model used to provide
mathematics instruction to the sixth grade students in
middle schools who participated in the study.
3. Self-Esteem - the student self appraisal
relative high or low perception of him/her self as
measured by the Coppersmith Self-Esteem Inventory.
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4. Administrative Support - teacher perception of
the principal's actions that demonstrate support and
approval of the Chapter I Program as measured by the
Administrative Support Questionnaire.
5. Leader Behavior Description Questionnaire -
an instrument used to measure leader behavior relative
to two dimensions of leadership; Initiating Structure
and Consideration according to perceptions of
principals at the schools included in the study.
6. Consideration - the leader behavior which
signifies concern about the feelings and contributions
of subordinates; as measured by the Leader Behavior
Description Questionnaire.
7. Initiating Structure - leader behavior that
delineates the relationship between leader and
subordinates that directs attention to organizational
tasks and program effectiveness as measured by the
Leader Behavior Description Questionnaire.
8. Gain - the difference in student performance
in reading and mathematics as determined by the
difference in the pretest and the posttest scores from
the Iowa Tests of Basic Skills reading and math
subtests scores.9.NCE - a normalize equal interval scale from
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1-99. This scale is used to report gain from converted
ITBS percentile scores.
Data Collection Procedure
The Iowa Test of Basic Skills Reading
Comprehension and Total Math subtests were administered
to sixth grade students who were assigned to the
Limited Pullout and Replacement Models Spring, 1988 and
Spring, 1989. The 1988 Spring data were used as pre
test. The 1989 Spring data were used as post test.
These data were obtained from eight schools; Sylvan
Middle (Area I), Long and King Middle (Area II), Inman
Middle (Area III), Collier Heights and Harwell
Elementary (Area I), D. H. Stanton and Woodson
Elementary (Area III).
The ITBS were administered by the regular teachers
with the assistance of monitors from the area and
central staff. The ITBS were machined scored by the
Atlanta Public Schools Data Processing Department.
The Coppersmith Self-Esteem Inventory was
administered to the sixth grade Limited Pullout and
Replacement Model students who participated in the
study. The instrximent was administered by the Chapter
I teachers in eight schools selected for this study.
The students responded in the test booklets. The
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responses were entered in the computer. The students'
identification numbers were used to match the ITBS
scores with the students self-esteem scores. Each
student in the study had three scores: two ITBS and
one Self-Esteem score.
The Administrative Support Questionnaire were
administered to Chapter I teachers at the schools
selected by the researcher. The questionnaires were
hand-scored by the researcher.
The Leader Behavior Description Questionnaire were
administered to the principals of the schools selected
for the study. The questionnaires were hand-scored by
the researcher.
Summary
A descriptive model using a pre test/post test
design was used to examine the effects of two Chapter I
scheduling models on the achievement of the sixth grade
students. Self-esteem, teacher perception of
administrative support, and principal self-appraisal
relative to leader behavior were also examined.
The participants in this study were 186 sixth
grade students enrolled in eight elementary and middle
schools in Atlanta Public Schools. These sixth grade
students scored below the 26 percentile in reading
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and/or mathematics on the ITBS, Spring 1988 pre test.
A t test for comparing the difference between the
mean of independent samples was used to determine the
difference in the reading and mathematics gain of the
students assigned to the two instructional delivery
models. In addition, data relative to student
self-esteem, teacher perceptions of administrative
support and principals self-appraisal of his/her leader
behavior were analyzed to determine their effects on
student gain in reading and mathematics.
The instruments used in the study were the ITBS, a
standardized achievement tests. The Coppersmith
Self-Esteem Inventory, the Administrative Support
Questionnaire (ASQ) and the Leader Behavior Description
Questionnaire (LBDQ). Data in the study resulted from
the tests and questionnaires administered during school





This study examined the effects of two scheduling
models on the reading and mathematics achievement of
sixth grade students. Five hypotheses stated in the
null form were investigated. The probability for
determining significance was set at the .05 level.
A t test for comparing the means of two
independent groups was applied to analyze the data.
This test was selected since variances in the
populations were assumed equal. The t test was used to
determine whether or not the difference in the means
representing the reading and mathematics gains were
different beyond what would be expected due to sampling
error. In determining significance, the degrees of
freedom were computed and the t value was compared with
the table value (Salvin, 1984).
Hypothesis 1
Ho;l There will be no significant difference in
the reading and mathematics gain of sixth grade
students taught using the Limited Pullout and sixth
grade students taught using the Replacement Model.
The pre test and post tests from the Iowa Tests of
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Basic Skills subtests Reading Comprehension and Total
Mathematics scores from Spring, 1988 and Spring, 1989,
respectively, were used in the analysis. The results
are presented in Table 3. According to the data,
elementary sixth grade students taught in the Pullout
Model showed an NCE gain of 2.51 while the middle
school sixth grade students showed a negative NCE gain
of -1.64. The t value of 1.95 based on 175 degrees of
freedom indicated that the difference in the reading
gain of the two groups was significant at the .05
level.
Data relative to mathematics gain between the two
groups show that the elementary Limited Pullout sixth
grade group showed an NCE gain of 2.61. The middle
school sixth grade Replacement group gain 0.74 in NCEs.
The calculated t value was compared with the table
value and was determined as not significant. The null
hypothesis relative to differences in reading gain is
rejected. The null hypothesis for mathematics is
accepted.
Hypothesis 2
Ho:2 There will be no significant difference in
the reading and mathematics gain of sixth grade
students with high self-esteem and sixth grade students
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Comparison of Reading and Mathematics Gain Between
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with low self-esteem.
The investigation of this hypothesis required
arranging the scores from the Coppersmith Self-Esteem
Inventory in high and low self-esteem groups for both
the elementary sixth grade Limited Pullout group and
the middle school sixth grade Replacement Model group.
Scores above the mean were assigned to the high
self-esteem groups. Scores below the mean constituted
the low self-esteem groups. These high and low
self-esteem scores were compared with reading scores to
determine whether or not the students' reading scores
were similar (high or low) to the self-esteem scores.
The results of the analysis of the data relative to
Pullout Model are presented in Table 4. Accordingly,
the elementary sixth grade Pullout Model students in
the high self-esteem group showed an NCE gain of -0.12
in reading. The low self-esteem group of the
elementary Limited Pullout Model group showed a reading
NCE gain of 6.09. The difference in the reading gain
of the two groups was significant at the .01 level.
Mathematics gain of students with high and low
self-esteem scores of the elementary Limited Pullout
group show an NCE gain of -1.18 for the high group and
7.79 NCEs for the low group. According to table value
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Table 4
Comparison of Reading and Mathematics Gain Between
Limited Pullout Students with High and Low
Coopersmith Total Self-Esteem Scores
(D.F.=102)
High Low t t
(N=60) (N=44) Value Probability
X S.D. X S.D.
1988
Reading NCE 38.12 14.56 33.50 12.71
1989
Reading NCE 38.00 14.34 39.59 12.44
1989
Reading Gain -0.12 13.16 6.09 10.28 2.60 .0**
1988
Math NCE 34.10 20.43 29.89 17.50
1989
Math NCE 32.92 16.22 37.68 16.14
1989
Math Gain -1.18 14.71 7.79 11.52 3.36 .00**
**Significant at .01
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the difference in gain was significant at the .01
level.
The high and low self-esteem scores of students
taught using the Replacement Model were compared with
the students' high and low reading scores to determine
whether students with high self-esteem scores had
similar reading scores. The data showed an NCE reading
gain of -2.41 for the high self-esteem group and -1.20
for the low self-esteem group. The calculated t value
of 0.31 shown in Table 5 was compared with the table
value. Accordingly, there were no significant
difference in the reading gain of students with high
self-esteem and students with low self-esteem.
The mathematics gain of the Replacement Model
sixth grade students with high self-esteem scores and
low self-esteem scores was compared to determine
whether or not students with high self-esteem scores
had similar math scores. The mathematics gain of 4.56
NCE's from the analysis is shown in Table 5 for the
high self-esteem group. The NCE gain for the low
self-esteem group was -1.50. The calculated t value of
1.43 with 71 degrees of freedom were compared with the
Critical t value. There was no significant difference
in the mathematics gains of the high and low
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Table 5
Comparison of Reading and Mathematics Gain
Between Replacement Model Students with High and Low
Coopersmith Total Self-Esteem Scores
(D.F.=71)
High Low t t
(N=27) (N=46) Value Probability























Math Gain 4.56 16.69 -1.50 17.89 1.43 16
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self-esteem groups assigned to the Replacement Model.
The null hypothesis relative to reading gains of
students with high and low self-esteem taught in the
Limited Pullout Model is rejected. The null hypothesis
relative to the difference in the reading and math
gains of students assigned to the Replacement Model is
accepted.
Hypothesis 3
Ho 3: There will be no significant difference in
the reading and mathematics gains of sixth grade
students taught by teachers with high perceptions of
administrative support and students taught by teachers
with low perceptions of administrative support.
The Administrative Support Questionnaire scores
were assigned to the high or low group, above or below
the mean, for teachers assigned to the sixth grade
Limited Pullout Model or the sixth grade Replacement
Model group. The results of the analysis for the
Limited Pullout Model are presented in Table 6.
Reading NCE gain for students taught by teachers in the
high group in the Limited Pullout Model was 6.09.
Students of teachers of the Limited Pullout Model
assigned to the low group was -0.12. The t value of
2.60 with 102 degrees indicated that the difference in
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Comparison of Reading and Mathematics Gain Between
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1989








-0.12 13.61 2.60 .01**
34.10 20.43.
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Math Gain 7.79 11.52 -1.18 14.71 3.36 .00**
**Indicate Significance to the .01 Level
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the reading gain of the two groups was significant at
the .01 level.
The mathematics gains of sixth grade Limited
Pullout students taught by high perception teachers
showed an NCE gain of 7.79. Students taught by
teachers with low perceptions of Administrative Support
showed a negative NCE gain of -1.18. According to the
Table of Critical value of t, the difference in the
reading gain of the two groups was significant at the
.01 level.
The reading and mathematics gains of sixth grade
Replacement students taught by teachers of high and low
perceptions of Administrative Support were compared.
The results are shown in Table 7. The reading and
mathematics gain of students taught by teachers with
low perceptions of administrative support showed
negative NCE gains of -3.81 and -1.21 respectively.
The reading and mathematics NCE gains for students
taught by high perception teachers were 0.59 and 2.75.
According to the Table Value for Critical values of t,
the difference was not significant. Based on these
findings, the researcher's decision to reject/accept
the null hypotheses are as follows: (1) The null
hypothesis is rejected relative to reading and math
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Table 7
Comparison of Reading and Mathematics Gain Between
Replacement Model Students with High and Low ASQ
Total Scores
(D.F.=71)
High Low t t
(N=36) (N=37) Value Probability
X S.D. X S.D.
1988
Reading NCE 30.47 13.22 31.57 18.97 0.29
1989
Reading NCE 31.06 12.88 27.76 14.98 1.01
1989
Reading Gain 0.59 13.58 -3.81 17.98 1.18 .24
1988
Math NCE 35.11 16.59 29.86 17.75 1.30
1989
Math NCE 37.86 18.21 28.65 17.21 2.22
1989
Math Gain 2.75 16.27 -1.21 18.79 0.96 .34
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gains of the Limited Pullout Model students taught by
teachers with high and low perceptions of
administrative support; (2) The null hypothesis is
accepted relative to the difference in reading and
mathematics gain of sixth grade students assigned to
the Replacement Model and taught by teachers with high
and low perceptions of administrative support.
Hypothesis 4
Ho:4 There will be no significant difference in
the reading and mathematics gain of sixth grade
students who attend schools with high consideration
leaders and sixth grade students who attend schools
with low consideration leaders.
As shown in Table 8, scores from the Leader
Behavior Description Questionnaire (LBDQ) Consideration
were analyzed to determine whether there was a
difference in the reading and mathematics gains of the
students enrolled in schools with high consideration
leaders and students in schools with low consideration
leaders. A high group and a low group were delineated.
The mean was used such that all scores above the mean
were assigned to the high group and scores below the
mean were assigned to the low group. The NCE reading
and mathematics gains in elementary schools with high
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Table 8
Comparison of Reading and Mathematics Gain Between
Limited Pullout Model Students in Schools with














High Low t t
(N=42) (N=62) Value Probability
X S.D. X S.D.
35.10 11.55 36.89 15.48
39.31 15.15 38.24 12.41
4.21 10.95 1.35 13.19 1.16 .25
26.29 18.09 36.40 19.10
30.71 19.17 37.79 13.42
4.42 12.22 1.39 15.24 1.08 .28
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consideration leader scores were 4.21 and 4.42
respectively. The low consideration reading and
mathematics NCE gains were 1.35 and 1.39, respectively.
The difference in NCE gain for the Limited Pullout
group was not significant for reading or mathematics.
Reading and mathematics gain among middle school
sixth grade students assigned to the Replacement Model
enrolled in schools with high consideration leaders
were compared with students gain in low consideration
schools. NCE reading gain for high consideration
schools was -5.12 compared with -0.66 for the low
consideration schools. The difference in reading gain
made by the students enrolled in high and low
consideration schools was not significant. The
calculated value of .98 was compared with the Table
Value of .33. Accordingly, there was no significant
difference in the reading gain of the high Replacement
Model group and the low Replacement Model group as
shown in Table 9.
Data in Table 9 also show the mathematics gain of
sixth grade middle school students assigned to the
Replacement Model. The mathematics scores of students
in schools with high consideration leaders were
compared with scores of students in schools with low
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Table 9
Comparison of Reading and Mathematics Gain Between
Replacement Model Students in Schools with High and














High Low t t
(N=16) (N=57) Value Probability
X S.D. X S.D.
34.00 15.45 30.19 16.55
28.88 12.18 29.53 14.54
-5.12 18.33 -0.66 15.33 0.98 .33
26.94 11.68 34.00 18.32
30.13 13.88 34.05 19.24
3.19 16.24 0.05 18.02 0.63 .53
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consideration leaders. The NCE mathematics gain for the
high group was 3.19. The low consideration group
showed an NCE gain of .05. The difference according to
the t value Table was not significant. The null
Hypothesis is accepted.
Hypothesis 5
Ho:5 There will be no significant difference in
the reading and mathematics gain of students who attend
schools with high initiating structure leaders and
sixth grade students who attend schools with leaders of
low initiating structure. The scores from the Leader
Behavior Description Questionnaire initiating structure
dimension were assigned to a low or high group in
accordance with the principal’s perception of his/her
leader behavior. Scores above the mean were assigned
to the high group. Scores below the mean were assigned
to the low group. The high and low scores were
compared with reading and mathematics scores of the
students to determine whether or not students enrolled
in schools with high initiating structure showed more
gain than students in low initiating structure schools.
The results of the analyses for students assigned to
the Limited Pullout group are presented in Table 10.
According to the data, the reading gain of sixth grade
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Table 10
Comparison of Reading and Mathematics Gain Between
Limited Pullout Model Students in Schools with High
and Low LBDQ Initiating Structure Scores
(D.F.=102)
High Low t t
(N=58) (N=46) Value Probability
X S.D. X S.D.
1988
Reading NCE 41.74 13.66 29.13 11.00
1989
Reading NCE 43.33 13.32 32.80 11.45
1989
Reading Gain 1.59 12.94 3.67 11.62 0.85 .40
1988
Math NCE 41.00 17.79 21.37 15.13 5.96
1989
Math NCE 40.22 15.55 28.26 14.79 3.98
1989
Math Gain -0.78 14.04 6.89 13.15 2.84 .01**
**Indicates Significance to the .01 Level.
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students enrolled in schools with low initiating
structure show more gain than students in schools with
high initiating structure. The high group showed an
NCE gain of 1.59 as compared with NCE gain of 3.67 for
the low group. This difference was not significant
according to the Critical value of t table.
The mathematics gain of sixth grade elementary
Limited Pullout students assigned to schools with low
initiating structure show more gain than sixth grade
students assigned to elementary schools with high
initiating structure. The difference in gain was
significant to the .01 level.
The high and low Leader Behavior Description
Questionnaire initiating structure scores of middle
school leaders were compared with the reading and
mathematics gain of sixth grade students enrolled in
the schools and taught using the Replacement Model.
According to the results, as presented in Table 11,
student gains in reading and mathematics taught in high
initiating structure schools using the Replacement
Model were not significantly different than the gain of
students in low initiating structure schools. The NCE
reading gain for the high group was -3.81 as compared
with .59 for the low group. The calculated value of
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Table 11
Comparison of Reading and Mathematics Gain Between
Replacement Model Students in Schools with High and Low
LBDQ Initiating Structure Scores
(D.F.=71)
High Low t t
(N=37) (N=36) Value Probability
X S.D. X S.D.
1988
Reading NCE 31.57 18.97 30.47 13.22
1989
Reading NCE 27.76 14.98 31.06 12.88
1989
Reading Gain -3.81 17.98 0.59 13.58 1.18 .24
1988
Math NCE 29.86 17.75 35.11 16.59
1989
Math NCE 28.65 17.21 37.84 18.21
1989
Math Gain -1.21 18.79 2.75 16.27 0.96 .34
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1.18 was compared with the Table Value of .24. There
was no significant in the mean gain of the two groups.
The NCE gain in mathematics of the high group was
-1.21, while the NCE gain for the low group was 2.75.
According to the Table of Critical t values, there was
no significance difference between the mean gain in
mathematics of the two groups.
Based on the finding, the null hypotheses is
rejected relative to the gain made in mathematics by
sixth grade students enrolled in elementary schools
Limited Pullout Model with low initiating structure.
The null hypothesis was accepted relative to the
difference in reading gain among sixth graders in
elementary schools with high and low initiating
structure. Also, the null hypothesis is accepted
relative to the reading and mathematics gains of sixth
grade students in the Replacement Model enrolled in
schools with high and low initiating structure who
participated in this study.
Summary
Five hypotheses in the null form were addressed in
this Chapter. The findings are as follows:
Hypothesis It
Ho:l There is no difference in the reading and
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mathematics gain of sixth grade Limited Pullout
students and sixth grade Replacement Model students.
The sixth grade Limited Pullout Model students
scored significantly higher in reading than the sixth
grade Replacement students. There was no significant
in the mathematics gain of the two groups. Therefore,
the null hypothesis for reading is rejected. The null
hypothesis is accepted relative to the difference in
mathematics gain of the students.
Hypothesis 2:
Ho:2 There will be no significant difference in
the reading and mathematics gain of sixth grade
students with high self-esteem and sixth grade students
with low self-esteem.
The sixth grade students assigned to the Limited
Pullout Model with low self-esteem scores show
significantly more gain in reading and mathematics than
sixth grade Limited Pullout students with high
self-esteem scores. Sixth grade students in the
Replacement Model with high self-esteem scores did not
show reading and mathematics gain significantly
different than sixth grade students with low
self-esteem score. Therefore, the null hypothesis
relative to reading and mathematics gain of sixth grade
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Limited Pullout is rejected. The null hypothesis
relative to the reading and mathematics gain among
students in the Replacement is accepted.
Hypothesis 3;
Ho:3 There will be no significant difference in
the reading and mathematics gains of sixth grade
students taught by teachers with high perceptions of
administrative support and sixth grade students taught
with low perceptions of administrative support.
According to findings, the sixth grade Limited
Pullout students taught by teachers with high
perceptions of administrative support showed
significantly more gain in reading and mathematics.
There was no significant difference in the reading or
mathematics gain of the sixth grade Replacement
students taught by teachers with high and low
perceptions of administrative support. Therefore the
null hypothesis is rejected relative to reading and
mathematics for the sixth grade Limited Pullout group.
The null hypothesis is accepted relative to reading and
mathematics gain for the Replacement Model groups.
Hypothesis 4
Ho:4 There will be no significant difference in
the reading and mathematics gain of students who attend
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schools with high consideration leaders and students
who attend schools with low consideration leaders.
According to the findings, there was no
significant difference in the reading or mathematics
gain of sixth grade students who attended schools with
high consideration and sixth grade students who
attended schools with low consideration leaders.
Therefore, the null hypothesis was accepted.
Hypothesis 5
Ho:5 There will be no significant in the reading
and mathematics gain of sixth grade students who attend
schools with high initiating structure leaders and
sixth grade students who attend schools with low
initiating structure.
The findings showed that sixth grade students in
the Limited Pullout Model who attended schools with low
initiating structure showed significantly more gain in
mathematics than sixth grade Limited Pullout students
enrolled in schools with high initiating structure.
There was no significant in the reading gains of the
Limited Pullout groups. Also, there was no significant
difference in the reading and mathematics gains of
Replacement Model sixth graders who attended high or
low initiating structure schools. Therefore the null
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hypothesis is rejected relative to mathematics gain of
sixth grade students in the Limited Pullout Model. The
null hypothesis is accepted relative to the reading
gain of the Limited Pullout and the reading and
mathematics gains of the Replacement groups.
Chapter V
SUMMARY, DISCUSSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS
Summary
The purpose of this study was to examine the
effects of two Chapter I scheduling models on the
achievement of sixth grade students. The reading and
mathematics gain of sixth grade students taught using
the Limited Pullout Model were compared with sixth
grade students using the Replacement Model. In
addition, the study examined reading and math gain
among the sixth grade students (1) with high and low
self-esteem; (2) taught hy teachers with high and low
perceptions of administrative support; (3) enrolled in
schools with principals high on consideration or high
on initiating structure.
The research questions relative to this study were
as follows:
1. Is there any difference in the reading and
mathematics gain of sixth grade students taught using
the Chapter I Pullout Model and Chapter I students
taught using the Replacement Model?
2. Do sixth grade students with high self-esteem
show more gain in reading and mathematics than six
grade students with low self-esteem?
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3. Is there any difference in the reading and
mathematics gains of students taught by teachers with
high perceptions of administrative support and sixth
grade students taught by teachers with low perceptions
of administrative support?
4. Do sixth grade students in schools with high
consideration leaders show more gain in reading and
mathematics than sixth grade students in schools with
low consideration leaders?
5. Do sixth grade students in schools with
leaders with high initiating structure show more gain
in reading and mathematics than sixth grade students in
schools with leaders with low initiating structure?
To obtain the answers to the questions, five
hypotheses stated in the null form were tested. The
reading and mathematics gains were measured by the
reading and mathematics subtests of the Iowa Tests of
Basic Skills. This standardized achievement test was
administered as pre test Spring, 1988, and as post test
Spring, 1989. Student self-esteem was measured by the
School Form of the Coppersmith Self-Esteem Inventory
administered Spring, 1989. Teacher perception of
administrative support was measured by the
Administrative Support Questionnaire administered
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Spring, 1989. Principal perception of leader behavior
relative to consideration and initiating structure were
measured by the Leader Behavior Description
Questionnaire administered Spring, 1989, to the
principals of schools used in the study.
A t test for comparing means of independent groups
was selected as the statistical tool for analyzing mean
differences between the various groups. The level of
significant was .05.
Summary of Findings
Data relative to the five hypotheses stated in the
null form were analyzed and presented in Chapter IV of
this study. A brief compilation of the findings in the
study are as follows:
1. Data relative to reading gain of sixth grade
students taught using the Limited Pullout Model and
sixth grade students taught in the Replacement Model
showed that the Limited Pullout Model produced more
gain. The difference in gain between the two groups
was significant at the .05 level.
2. There was no significant difference in the
mathematics gains of sixth grade students taught in the
Pullout Model and sixth grade students taught in the
Replacement Model.
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3. The reading and mathematics gains of sixth
grade students with low self-esteem scores in the
Limited Pullout Model showed more reading and
mathematics gains than sixth grade students with high
self-esteem scores assigned to the Limited Pullout
Model. The difference in the gains for both reading
and mathematics was significant at the .01 level.
4. There was no significant difference in the
reading and mathematics gain of sixth grade Replacement
Model students with high and low self-esteem scores.
5. Sixth grade students in the Limited Pullout
Model taught by teachers with high perceptions of
administrative support showed more gain in reading and
mathematics than students in the Limited Pullout Model
with teachers with low perceptions of Administrative
Support. The difference in gain between the two group
was significant at the .01 level.
6. There was no significant difference in the
reading and mathematics gains of sixth grade
Replacement Model students taught by teachers with high
perceptions of administrative support and sixth grade
Replacement students taught by teachers with low
perceptions of administrative support.
7. There was no significant in the reading and
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mathematics gains of sixth grade students enrolled in
school with high consideration leaders and sixth grade
students enrolled in schools with low consideration
leaders.
8. There was no significant difference in the
reading gain of sixth grade Limited Pullout students in
schools with high initiating structure and the reading
gain of sixth grade Limited Pullout Model students
taught in low initiating structure schools.
9. Sixth grade Limited Pullout Model students in
schools with low initiating structure show more gain in
mathematics than six grade Limited Pullout students in
high initiating structure schools.
10. There was no significant difference in the
reading and mathematics gains of the students of the
high and low initiating structure schools for the
Replacement Model.
Discussion
The study examined the effects of the Limited
Pullout Model and the Replacement Model on the reading
and mathematics achievement of sixth grade students.
Data relative to the reading and mathematics gains were
analyzed to determine which scheduling model was most
effective. According to the data, the Limited Pullout
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Model sixth grade students showed more gain in reading
than sixth grade Replacement Model students. The
difference in the mean gain in reading between the two
groups was significant at the .05 level. Based on this
finding, the Limited Pullout Model is the most
effective model for teaching reading. The Limited
Pullout Model provided for two periods of instruction
for students with deficits in reading and/or math. The
sixth grade Limited Pullout Model students in this
study were provided one period of reading instruction
in the regular classroom. They were heterogeneously
grouped. The second reading period was provided by the
Chapter I teachers with the students grouped
homogeneously. The scheduling model allowed for more
time-on-task. Also, the Limited Pullout Model allowed
the low achieving students to be taught along with
their higher achieving peers.
The findings relative to the reading gain of the
Limited Pullout Model sixth grade students in this
study supports the findings of previous studies.
Accordingly, more time-on-task is an effective strategy
for increasing reading gain among Chapter I students.
Data relative to mathematics gain of the Limited
Pullout Model sixth grade students and Replacement
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Model sixth grade students did not support the
tirae-on-task strategy. According to the data, there
was no significant difference in the mathematics gain
of sixth grade students taught using the Limited
Pullout Model and sixth grade students taught using the
Replacement Model. As with reading, the students
taught using the Limited Pullout Model received two
periods of instruction while the Replacement group
received only one fifty-five minute period of
instruction each for reading and mathematics. The
results, relative to gain in mathematics, may suggest
that other variables such as teacher training and
experience may need to be analyzed in terms of their
impact on student performance.
The findings relative to the reading and math
gains of students taught by teachers with high and low
perceptions of administrative support may have some
implications for school administrators. Students in
the Limited Pullout Model taught by teachers with high
perceptions of administrative support made
significantly higher gains in reading and mathematics
than students in the Pullout Model taught by teachers
with low perceptions. There were no significant gains
in reading and math achievement relative to this
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variable in schools using the Replacement Model. The
findings suggest that schools where principals provide
support to the Chapter I program will evidence higher
achievement than schools with principals who provide
limited or no support. Accordingly, administrators may
improve the reading and math performance of low
achieving students by:
1. Improving the school climate by supporting the
program activities and encouraging innovativeness among
staff and students.
2. Allowing for teacher and student input in
decision making.
3. Coordinating Chapter I activities with those
of the regular program.
4. Involving teachers and students relative to
the establishment of goals and objectives.
5. Raising the level of expectation for staff and
students.
6. Involving parents in each phase of the
instructional program i.e. planning, implementation and
evaluation.
Students with high self-esteem did not show more
gain in reading and math than students with low
self-esteem. In fact, the results indicate that the
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opposite occurred in one instance. Sixth grade Limited
Pullout students with low self-esteem showed more gain
in reading and mathematics than sixth grade students in
the Limited Pullout with high self-esteem scores.
Research findings relative to the effects of
self-esteem and achievement indicate that high
self-esteem/concept does exert a positive influence on
student achievement. The findings in this study
relative to high gain among students with low
self-esteem do not support current research.
The Limited Pullout students with high reading and
mathematics gain and low self-esteem were taught two
periods daily for each area of deficit. One period of
instruction was taught by the regular teacher in a
heterogeneous setting. Perhaps, peer motivation may
have influence achievement and/or had a negative impact
on self-esteem. However, the students with high
self-esteem with low reading and mathematics scores
assigned to the Limited Pullout Model were also taught
in a similar manner. The researcher concluded that
perhaps other variables not measured may have
contributed to this difference in achievement.
The math scores of sixth grade Limited Pullout
Model students enrolled in schools with low initiating
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structure showed more gain than Limited Pullout sixth
grade students in high initiating structure schools.
The finding has implication for administrators of low
achieving schools. The implication is that perhaps,
students in schools with principals who are concerned
with consideration, i.e. subordinate satisfaction may
show more gain than students in high initiation
structure schools. According to Hoy, Miskel (1982)
high consideration results in increased satisfaction
among subordinates while high initiation structure
leadership increases program effectiveness.
Accordingly, high scores in both are most preferred.
Therefore, administrators should analyze the school and
provide leadership as appropriate.
Recommendations
The following recommendations are made as a result
of this study:
1. The Replacement Model be discontinued as a
scheduling model for Chapter I reading and mathematics
instruction.
2. Schools schedule students enrolled in
departmentalized schools to allow more time on task by
providing a second period of instruction in the
student's area of deficit{s).
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3. Low achieving students be heterogeneously
grouped for one period of reading and mathematics. In
these settings provide for peer tutoring.
4. Provide inservice to school principals
relative to program guidelines and regulations to
encourage more support of Chapter I teachers and the
Chapter I program in general.
5. Provide activities for Chapter I students
designed to promote high self-esteem using incentives,
rewards, and an opportunity to provide leadership in
heterogeneous settings.
6. Conduct a research study designed to identify
other variables that may influence reading and
mathematics achievement.
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NAME AGE
SCHOOL SEX; M F
GRADE DATE
DIRECTIONS:
On the next page, you will find a list of statements
about feelings. If a statement describes how you
usually feel, put an X in the column "Like Me." If the
statement does not describe how you usually feel, put
an X in the column "Unlike Me." There are no right or
wrong answers.
Consulting Psychologists Press, Inc.
577 College Ave., Palo Alto, CA 94306
Uk« Unllk*
Q Q 1. Thing* utuotly don’t t»th«r m«.
Q Q 2. I And it very hard to talk in front of the class.
Q Q 3. There are lots of things obout myself I'd change if I could.
Q Q M. I can moke up my miitd without too much trouble.
Q Q 5. Tm 0 lot of fun to be with.
Q Q 6. 1 get upset easily ot home.
Q Q 7. It takes me o long time to get used to anything new.
Q Q 8. rm populor with kids my own age.
Q Q B. My porenis usuoUy consider my feelings.
Q Q 10. I give in very eosily.
Q Q 11. My porents expect too much of me.
Q Q 12. If* pretty tough to be me.
Q Q 13. Thing* ore oil mixed up in my life.
Q Q m. Kid* usually follow my ideas.
Q O 15. I hove a low opinion of myself.
Q Q 16. There are many times when Td like to leove home. '
Q Q 17. I often feel upset in school.
Q Q 18. Fm not as nice looking os most people.
0 Q 18. VI hove something to soy, I usuolly soy it.
Q Q 20. My porents understand me.
0 0 21. Most people ore bener Uked than I dm.
0 0 22. 1 usually feel os if my parents ore pushing ms.
.0 0 23. I often get discouroged at school.
0 0 2M. I Oden wish I were someone else.
0 0 25. I con’t be depended on.
0 0 26. I never worry obout onything.
0 0 27. rm pretty sure of myself.
0 0 28. rm eosy to Uke.
0 0 29. My parents and I hove a lot of fun together.
Short
□
® 19S7 ty W.H. Froomon * Co. FublithsO in 1981 by Consulting
Fsyctiologisis Fross. Ine. AS nghl* rosorvoo. U is umowhil to rsproducs
or oosei Hus form wshoui wnson pofiwssion bom si* FubSsnsr.
Uk* Unlike
Ms Me
0 0 30. 1 spend a lot of time doydreoming.
0 0 31. I wish I were younger.
0 0 32. I aiwoys do me hght ming.
0 0 33. rm proud of my school work.
0 0 3^- Someone oiways hos to tell me what to do.
0 0 35. rm often sorry for me things I do.
0 0 36. rm never hoppy.
0 0 37. I'm doing the best work mor I con.
0 0 38. I con usually take core of myself.
0 0 39. rm pretty happy.
0 0 *40. I would rother ploy wim children younger thon I om.
0 0 HI. I like everyone I know.
0 0 M2. I like to be colled on in class.
0 0 M3. I understond myself.
0 0 UM. No one pays much attention to me at home.
0 0 MS. I never get scolded.
0 0 M6. rm not doing as well in school as Fd like to.
0 0 M7. I con make up my mind and stick to it.
0 0 MB. 1 reolly don't like being o
0 0 M9. I don't like to be with other people.
0 0 50. Fm never shy.
0 0 51. I often feel oshomed of myself.
0 0 52. Kids pick on me very often.
0 0 S3. I always tell me trum.
0 0 SM. My teachers make me feel Fm not good enough.
.0 0 55. I don’t core whot happens to ms.
0 0 56. Fm a failure.
0 0 57. I get upset easily when Fm scolded.
0 0 58. I always know what to soy to people.
0*n Soc H Sch Total







Please read each statement and rank according to the
scale below.Indicate the number of your ranking on the
line to the right of each statement.
(1) STRONG (2) MILDLY (3) STRONGLY (4) MILDLY
AGREE AGREE DISAGREE DISAGREE
I.Climate
1. The Administration is supportive of
the Chapter I Program efforts.
2. The opinions of teachers are valued
in decision making
3. Teachers enjoy getting together
with other teachers and faculty
members.4.Innovativeness is characteristic
of this school.5.The work of Chapter I students
is displayed throughout the school.
II. Goals and Objectives
1. Chapter I staff participates
in identifying the program goals.
2. The Chapter I goals and objectives
are compatible with the
regular program.
3. Chapter I teachers are aware of
the objectives on which they
are working.
4. The staff has high expectations
of Chapter I students.
101
5. The staff feels that the program
objectives can be achieved.
III. Chapter I coordination with Regular Program
1. Chapter I teachers work with regular
teachers in identifying appropriate
program activities.
2. Chapter I teachers meet with regular
teachers to coordinate the students'
instructional program.
3. Information on needs of Chapter I
students are shared between
Chapter I and regular program
teachers.
4. Chapter I program curriculum is
congruent with the regular
curriculum.5.When students participate in more
than one special program,
instruction is coordinated across
all concerned programs.
IV. Parent/Community Involvement1.Parents are aware of their child's
participation in the Chapter I
activities.
2. There is frequent communication
between parents of Chapter I
students and project staff.
3. Chapter I staff provides parents
with materials for helping
students learn.
4. Parents and community members are
provided opportxinities to become
involved in activities that support
the school program.
5. Procedures for communicating with
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community have been clearly
established.
V. Professional Development
1. Chapter I teachers have input into
staff development activities.
2. Inservice activities respond to
identified needs of staff relative
to achieving program objectives.
3. Inservice constitutes a sequence
of activities presented at
appropriate intervals.
4. Staff development is designed to
address relevant issues and
priorities.
5. Feedback from classroom
observations is used to improve
instruction.
VI. Evaluation
1. Program activities reflect the
results of the needs assessment.
2. Teachers are provided data
indicating progress in achievement
among their students.
3. Teachers are involved in
developing a procedure for using
data of student performance.
4. Results of program Evaluation are
used to improve the instructional
program for students.
Changes in the Chapter I program





LEADER BEHAVIOR DESCRIPTION QUESTIONNAIRE-FORM XII
Originated by staff members of
The Ohio State Leadership Studies
and revised by the
Bureau of Business Research
Purpose of the Questionnaire
On the following pages is a list of items that may be
used to describe the behavior of your supervisor. Each
item describes a specific kind of behavior, but does
not ask you to judge whether the behavior is desirable
or undesirable. Although some items may appear
similar, they express differences that are important in
the description of leadership. Each item should be
considered as a separate description. This is not a
test or ability or consistency in making answers. Its
only purpose to make it possible for you to describe,
as accurately as you can, the behavior of your
supervisor.
Note: The term, "group," as employed in the following
items, refers to a department, division, or other unit
of organization that is supervised by the person being
described.
The term "members," refers to all the people in the
unit of organization that is supervised by the person
being described.
Published by
College of Administrative Science
The Ohio State University
Columbus, Ohio
Copyright 1962, The Ohio State University
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DIRECTIONS:
a. READ each item carefully.
b. THINK about how frequently the leader engages
in the behavior described by the item.
c. DECIDE whether he/she (A) always, (B) often,
(C) occasionally, (D) seldom, or (E) never acts
as described by the item.
d. DRAW A CIRCLE around one of the five letters
(A B C D E) following the item to show the






e. MARK your answers as shown in the examples
below.
Example; Often acts as described A B C D E
Example: Never acts as described A B C D E
Example: Occasionally acts as
described A B C D E
1. Acts as the spokesperson of the group....A B C D E
2. Publicizes the activities of the group...A B C D E
3. Speaks as the representative of the
group A B C D E
4. Speaks for the group when visitors are
present A B C D E






6. Handles complex problems efficiently....A BODE
7. Gets swamped by details ABODE
8. Gets things all tangled up A B C D E
9. Can reduce a madhouse to system and ABODE
order
10. Gets confused when too many demands.... ABODE
are made of him
11. Is friendly and approachable A BODE
12. Does little things make it pleasant to..A B 0 D E
be a member of the group
13. Puts suggestions made by the group into
operation A B 0 D E
14. Treats all group members as his/her
equals ABODE
15. Gives advance notice of changes ABODE
16. Keeps to himself/herself A BODE
17. Looks out for the personal welfare of
group members A BODE
18. Is willing to make changes ABODE
19. Refuses to explain his/her actions A BODE
20. Acts without consulting the group A BODE
21. Gets along well with the people above






22. Keeps the group in good standing with
higher authority A B C D E
23. Is working hard for a promotion ABODE
24. Enjoys the privileges of his/her
position A B C D E
25. His/her superior act favorably on most
of his/her suggestions ABODE
26. Gets his/her superiors to act for the
welf^e of the group members ABODE
27. His/her word caries weight with
superiors A BODE
28. Gets what he/she asks for from his/her
superiors A BODE
29. Is working his/her way to the top A BODE




Concerning the Leader Behayior Description Questionnaire and Related Forms
Permission is granted without formal request to use the Leader”
Behavior Description Questionnaire and other related forms developed
at The Ohio State University, subject to the following conditions:1.Use: The forms may be used in research projects. They may not
be used for promotional activities or for producing
income on behalf of individuals or organizations other
than the Ohio State University.2.Adaptation and Revision: The directions and the form of the
items may be adapted to specific situations when such
steps are considered desirable.3.Duplication: Sufficient copies for a specific research project
may be duplicated.4.Inclusion iji dissertations: Copies of the questionnaire may be
included in theses and dissertations. Permission is
granted for the duplication of such dissertations when
filed with the University Microfilms Service at Ann Arbor,
Michigan 48106 U.S.A.5.Copyright: In granting permission to modify or duplicate the
questionnaire, we do not surrender our copyright.
Duplicated questionnaires and all adaptations^should
contain the notation "Copyright, 19—, by The Ohio State
University."6.Inquiries: Communications should be addressed to:
Center for Business and Economic Research
The Ohio State University
1775 College Road
Columbus, Ohio 43210 U.S.A.
